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Claims 1-21 are pending in the above-identified application. Claim 7 is cancelled. 

Claims 1 and 6 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 (e) as being anticipated by 
Miyashita et al. This r^ection is overcome by amending daiml to include, 

(b) converting, at the remote location, the text files stored in step (a) 
into speech flies and storing the converted speech files; [and] 

(d) retrieving the requested portion from the stored converted speech 
files and transmitting to the information appliance the portion of the speech files 
requested in step (c). 

. Basis for these amendments may be found in the specification at paragraphs [0019]- 
[0020], [0041] and [0048], With regard to claim 1, Miyashita et al. do not disclose or suggest 
storing the converted speech files at the remote location and, extractlngfrom memory or 



requested portions of the speech flies. Miyashita et al. disclose a terminal device thafrSEfceives 
text as electronic mail, converts the text to speech and outputs the converted speech to a 
telephone device. (See col. 16, lines 30 et seq.) Miyashita et al. do not store converted speech 
files or enable the user to extract portions of converted speech files. Rather, Miyashita et al. 
store text data, convert the text data to speech and provide the converted speech to the 
telephone 6 as it is converted. The present Invention has advantages over Miyashita et al. 
because it allows multiple requests for data to be handled in parallel. Because the present 
invention stores the converted speech signals, requests for portions of the speech signals may 
be handled in parallel by simply transferring the requested data from memory. Using the 
device disclosed by Miyashita etal., however, multiple requests would need to be handled in 
series because an Interruption in the text-to-speech processor would produce undesirable pause 
artifacts in the reproduced voice signals. 

Because Miyashita et al. do not disclose or suggest these limitations of claim 1 , claim 1 
is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) in view of Miyashita et al. Claim 6 depends 
from claim 1. Accordingly, claim 6 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) in view 
of Miyashita et al. for at least the same reasons as claim 1. 

Claims 2-4, 11, 13 and 14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious in 
view of Miyashita et al and Hong et al. This ground for rejection is overcome by the 
amendments to claims 1 and 11. In particular, neither Miyashita et al., Hong et ai., nor their 
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combination disclose or suggest storing the converted speech files at the remote location and 
extracting a portion of the speech files in response to a request and transmitting the extracted 
portion to the information appliance. Miyashita et al. is described above. Hong et al. includes 
an electronic program device which allows a user to watch a program Image as well as a 
character guide. In Hong et al., the programming guide text may be applied to a voice 
synthesizer to be reproduced using speakers. (Col. 1, lines 1-16). Hong et al. however, do not 
store any speech files at a remote location after they are synthesized. Hong et al. only stores 
the text Information from the electronic programming guide. Because neither Miyashita et al., 
nor Hong et al. disclose the limitations of claim i , claim 1 is not subject to rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Miyashita et al. and Hong et al. Claims 2-4 depend frrim claim 1. 
Accordingly, these claims are not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(b) in view of 
Miyashita et al. and Hong et al. for at least the same reasons as claim 1. 

With regard to claim 11, claim 11, while not identical to claim 1, Include features similar 
to those set forth above with regard to claim 1. Thus, claim 11 is also not subject to rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) for at least tjhe same reasons as those set forth above with regard to 
daim 1. Claims 13-14 depend from daim 11. Thus, claims 13-14 are also not subject to 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) for at least the same reasons as those set forth above with 
regard to claim 1. 

Claim 5 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious in view of Miyashita et 
al. and Oh. This ground for rejection is overcome by the amendments to daim 1. In particular, 
neither Miyashita et al., Oh, nor their combination disclose or suggest storing speech files at a 
remote location and extracting and transmitting requested portions of the speech files to the 
information appliance. Miyashita et al. is described above. In Qh, a multiple language text to 
speech processing apparatus is used to convert multiple language text Into audio wave data, 
(see Col. 1, line 55 - Col. 2, line 5) Oh does not suggest stonngttie_g2J3mJed-spee€h files at a 
remote location orextraaing and transmitting requested portions of the speech files to an 
information appliance. Because neither Miyashita et al., nor Oh disclose the limitations of claim 
1, claim 1 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Miyashita et al. and 
Oh. Claim 5 depends from claim l. Accordingly, claim 5 is not subject to rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § lD3(a) in View of Miyashita et al. and Oh for at least the same reasons as claim 1. 

Claims 7-8 and 10 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious in view of 
Miyashita et al and Houser et al. This ground for rejection is overcome by the amendments to 
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claim 1. In particular, neither Miyashlta et al., Houser et al, nor their combination disclose or 
suggest storing converted speech fites at a remote location or extracting and transmitting 
requested portions of the stored speech files to an information appliance. Miyashlta et al. Is 
described above. Houser et al. uses a speech recognition system at a terminal unit for 
Implementing spoken control of devices. Utterances are received from a user and processed to 
implement tasks at the terminal unit, (see Col. 23, lines 38-50) Ihe invention in Houser et al. 
does not convert text to speech files. Instead, it converts speech to text. Thus Houser can not 
disclose or suggest the s torage of converted sp eech files as required by amended claim 1. 
Because neither Miyashlta et al., Houser et al. nor their combination disclose the limitations of 
claim 1, claim 1 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) in view of Miyashlta et al. 
and Oh. Claims 7-S and 10 depend from claim 1. Accordingly, claims 7-8 and lO are not 
subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) in view of Miyashlta et al. and Houser et al. for at 
least the same reasons as claim 1. 

Claim 9 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious in view of Miyashlta et 
al and Cannon et al. This ground for rejection is overcome by the amendments to claim 1. In 
particular, neither Miyashlta et al., Cannon et al., nor their combination disclose or suggest 
storing the converted speech files at a remote location or extracting and transmitting requested 
portions of the speech files to an information appliance. Miyashlta et al. is described above. 
The invention in Cannon et a!, allows a user to program a VCR when away from the house via a 
telephone which has been adapted for programming the VCR. (see Col. 3, lines 20-40) Cannon 
et al. do not disclose or suggest storing converted speech files or extracting, from memory, 
requested portions of the speech files. Because neither Miyashlta et al., nor Cannon et al. 
disclose the limitations of claim 1, claim 1 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
in view of Miyashita et al. and Cannon et al. Claim 9 depends from claim 1. Accordingly, claim 
9 Is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Miyashita et al. and Cannon et 
al. for at least the same reasons as claim 1. 

Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious in view of Miyashita 
et al., Mong et al. and Houser et al. This ground for rejection is overcome by the amendments 
to claim 11. In particular, as set forth above, neither Miyashita et al.. Hong et al., Houser et al. 
nor tiieir combination disclose or suggest storing the converted speech files at a remote location 
or extracting and transmitting requested portions of the speech files to an information 
appliance. Because neither Miyashita et al.. Hong et al., Houser et al nor their combination 
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disclose the limitations of claim 11, claim 11 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) in view of Miyashita et al. Hong et al., and Houser et al. Claim 12 depends from daim 
11. Accordingly, claim 12 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of 
Miyashita et al„ Hong et al., and Houser et al. for at least the same reasons as claim 11. 

Claims 15-19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious in view of Hong 
et al. and Houser et al. This ground for rejection is respectfully traversed. Neither Hong et al., 
Houser et al. nor their combination disclose or suggest the limitations of daim 15. In 
particular, neither Hong et al., Houser et al. nor their combination disclose or suggest a 
processor resp onsive to the input comman ds accepted by a receiver for extra ctlngaportlon of 
the sBeech-fHes-5toFed-tft-a mGmory >dfiylce and sending the extracted portion of the speech files 
to the audio speaker. Hong et al. and Houser et al. are described above. Because neither Hong 
et al., Houser et al nor their combination disclose the limitations of claim 15, claim 15 is not 
subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Hong et al. and Houser et al. Claims 
16-19 depend from claim 15. Accordingly, claims 16-19 are not subject to rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Hong et al. and Houser et al. for at least the same reasons as claim 
15. 

Claim 20 was rejerted under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious in view of Hong et al., 
Houser et al. and Oh "nils ground for rejection is respectfully traversed. Neither. Hong et al., 
Houser et al, Oh nor their combination disclose or suggest the limitations of claim IS. Hong et 
al., Houser et al. and Oh are described above. Because neither Hong et al., Houser et al., Oh, 
nor their combination disclose the limitations of claim 15, claim 15 is not subject to rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Hong et al., Houser et al. and Oh. Claim 20 depends from 
claim 15. Accordingly, claim 20 not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) In view of 
Hong et al., Houser et al. and Oh for at least the same reasons as claim 15. 

Claim 21 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious in view of Miyashita 
et al.. Hong et al. and Houser et al. This ground for rejection is respectfully traversed. Neither 
Miyashita et al.. Hong et al., Houser et al nor their combination disdose or suggest the 
limrtatlons of claim 15. Miyashita et al,. Hong et al. and Houser et al. are described above. 
Because neither Miyashita et al., Hong et al., Houser et al nor their combination disclose the 
limitations of daim 15, claim 15 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of 
Miyashita et al. Hong et al., and Houser et al. Claim 21 depends from daim 15. Accordingly, 
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daim 21 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Miyashita et al.. Hong et 
al., and Houser et el. for at least the same reasons as claim 15. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks. Applicants request that the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 1-21. 

Respectfully submitted, 



KNI^/tmb 

Dated: (viarch 14, 2005 



P.O. Box 980 

Valley Forge, PA 19482 

(610) 407-0700 




Attorney for Applicants 



The Commissioner for Patents is hereby 
authorized to charge payment to Deposit 
Account No. 1 64)350 of any fees associated 
with this coinmunlcatlon. 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being filed \na 
Facsimile Transniission to Facsimile No. 1-703-872-9306 
addressed to: Mall Stop Amendment. Commissioner for 
Patents, P.O. Box 1460. AI©»ndria, VA 22313-1450 on: 

^terc h 14. 2005 
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Tonya M. BeVger O 
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